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The Romanian definite article marker, as that dkeotlanguages, is argued to
have more than one morphological form. In Romantiag& morphological forms
are claimed to be the suffix (also referred te-Bsand the free-form/standing
morphemecel’. The suffix and the free-form occur DP-initialljpdh seem to
contribute a definite reading to the DP. Due tosthédistribution facts, it has
been argued by Cornilescu (1992, 2004) and Gro884(] that the Romanian
definite article, base-generated ifi, 5 spelled out either as the suffik or as
the free-formcel, which, according to Cornilescu (2004), is useé dest resort
mechanism when the suffbd cannot cliticize to an appropriate host.

In this paper, | argue that the Romanian defiaitécle in O’ has only
one morphologically overt instantiation: the deniarticle suffix —L. In
constructions with prenominalel the definite 8 is covert. Specifically, the
present paper makes the following claims: d@)is not a definite article in ¥
(2) prenominalcel and the XP following it form a constituergelP, that is
adjoined below B in the same position as demonstratives; andcé®) can
license a [+def.] feature in®Da mechanism independently needed to account
for the distribution of demonstratives. In additidhis article provides a rather
detailed map of the articulated left periphery bé tRomanian DP and the
multiple syntactic positions available to the diéfet elements.

1 The Romanian Definite Article and Working Assumptions

The prototypical definite article in Romanian ispeassed by a syntactic
enclitic/suffix that can attach to nouns, as in)(balow, or to prenominal
adjectives, as in (1b). The suffix agrees in persmmber and gender with the
head noun and it precedes the case suffix.

In previous research, Cornilescu (1992, 1995), rbak-Sorin (1987)
and Giusti (1995), among others, argue that thmitesuffix is base generated
in D° and its suffixation on the noun is the result ftdl D° movement while
the suffixation on adjectives is the result of A® $pec/DP movement.
Conversely, Ungureanu (2003, 2006, 2009) argudasORainternal movement
of nouns and adjectives that surface prenominailythe left periphery of the
DP, is head-movement ruled by the Head Movementsttaint proposed in
Travis (1984). The present work adopts the lattetyesis exposed below.

1 In addition to its prenominal positiongel can also occur pronominally and
postnominally. In the latter casel must co-occur with an instance of the definitécht
suffix. Due to space limitations, | only discus&mpominalcel in this article; however,
the analysis proposed here can be unified withnafysis of postnominalel.
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1.1 Head Movement to D°

The background assumptions of the present work thee following. In
Romanian DPs with an overt definite article suffixélitic, the suffixation of the
definite article on nouns or adjectives is obtaitgdnoun or adjective head
movement: Rto D° or A’ to D’ movement. Furthermore, an adjectives that can
only surface prenominally (call it and’Afor expository purposes) is a head
within the nominal projection and is generated iprenominal position, in the
left periphery of the DB Therefore, in the presence of afyAhead movement
of the noun to Bis blocked by the intervening®4 resulting in a violation of
the Head Movement Constraint, thus the ungrammiyicaf (1c). In the
presence of an % the adjective moves to’Pnot the noun. A syntactic tree for
the DP in (1b), depicting %o D’ movement is provided in (2) below.

Q) a femei -a
woman -the
‘the woman’

b. biat -a femeie

wretched -the woman
‘the wretched woman’

c. *femei -a bt
woman -the wretched
‘the wretched woman’

2 AtoD i
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S
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% In Romanian, adjectives have different distribusibpatterns within the DP in terms of
their surface position relative to the noun andrtability to bear the definite article.
Certain adjectives, to which | refer here as,ARlways surface prenominally and can
bear the definite article while other adjectivesinhyaor only surface postnominally (to
which | refere here as AR). For a detailed analysis of Romanian adjectivassicler
Ungureanu (2003, 2006 and 2009).



2. The Syntactic Distribution of Prenominal cel

Prenominakel occurs in the left periphery of the DP and caryomimediately
precede numeral expressions such as cardinals, (88, and vague adjectival
numerals, as in (35)Importantly, prenominatel cannot immediately precede
other elements such as adjectives (neither preradymidP,s, nor the type that
can also occur postnominally) or nouns, as in¢3c,

3) a cele trei fete
cel three girls
‘the three girls’

b. cele citeva/ prea pine flori adapted from Cornilescu (1992)
cel few / too few flowers
‘the few/too few flowers’

C. *cele biete/  frumoase fete
cel wretched /beautiful girls
‘the wretched girls’

d. tele fete
cel qirls
‘the girls’

Note that the DPs in (3a, b) receive a definiterjotetation although there is no
overt instantiation of the definite article suffix of any other definite element.
Crucially, in the absence akl these DPs receive an indefinite interpretation.
This observation suggests that the presence ofoprieal cel is somehow
linked to the definiteness of these DPs.

Finally, let us consider prenominel in superlative constructions. Here
we make a distinction between tbel discussed so far (henceforth regudal
and cel in superlative constructions. Romanian superlatieastructions are
formed by cel followed by the comparative construction. Supértat
expressions can occur prenominally, as in (4), postnominally, where they
can precede or follow the complement of the noar(4), superlativeel seems
to appear in the same position as the regular pnevadcel, however, | show in
section 6. that this is not the case. Moreovergctiegories that can immediately
follow the superlative expression afel include elements that cannot
immediately follow regularcel, specifically adjectives (typically postnominal
APgc). Due to these and other differences between requienominal and
superlativecel, these two instances oél are treated separately.

* The term “vague adjectival numeral” is taken froam2parelli (1996) and it identifies
quantity denoting expressions in their adjectivaidinal use as opposed to quantifiers.
Note that in Cornilescu (1992) the cardinals areldardinality expressiorgrea puini,
‘too few’, prea muli ‘too many’ andciteva‘a few’ are treated as quantifiers.



(4) cea mai frumoaspozi a Mariei
cel more beautiful picture of Mary
‘the most beautiful picture of Mary’

3. The morphology of cel

Here | demonstrate that prenomireal is not synchronically composed log
and the definite suffix{L], in D% as was proposed in the literature. Rather, its
misleading form is a diachronic vestige as show@aene (2004).

One of the reasonsel is claimed to be in Dis that it appears to be
morphologically composed of the invariable rootfstee ‘what’ and the definite
article suffix—L ‘the’. Just like the definite suffixL, cel agrees in number,
gender and case with the head noun. However, tk&eaxiing morphological
composition ofcel is historically motivated. Coene (2004) shows that
descends historically from the Latin demonstratprenoun of distancélle
preceded by the demonstrative advedze Following diachronic changes, a
form like the classical Latircce-illumevolved to modern Romaniarel (sg.
masculine); andecce-illam to cea (sg. feminine). Thus, the apparent
morphological composition ofcel as ceD is a vestige of the Latin
demonstrative form.

Even synchronicallygel and the distal demonstratiaeel ‘that’ are very
similar, as portrayed in (5)and acel ‘that’ also misleadingly appears to be
morphologically composed by atedn fact, the only difference between it
and theacelforms is the invariant initial vowel in the demonstrative forms.

(5) cel and the distal demonstrative
ce-l demonstrative
SG. masc. ce-l a-ce-l
fem. ce-a a-ce-a
PL. masc. ce-i a-ce-i
fem. ce-le a-cel-e

Crucially, however, there is no evidence, to my Wilealge, that modern
Romanian demonstratives awdl include the discrete morphological definite
suffix -L. It would be difficult to maintain this assumptjagiven that Romanian
demonstratives and prenomirtal can be preceded by the definite article suffix
-L, which is generally accepted to occupy. Moreover, as | show in
subsequent sections, prenominzl and demonstratives exhibit syntactic
similarities other than this morphological simitgrilt can be then assumed that
cel does most probably not contain the definite suffikus, let us construe for
now thatcel does not include the definite article suffik, given the evidence
from the historical evolution ofel and cels similarities with the synchronic
forms of the distal demonstrative.



3. Cel Lacks M orpho-Syntactic Properties Associated with D°

As noted in Grosu (1994)el lacks a crucial syntactic property/function
associated with the Romanian definite article generated in B— that of
assigning morphological case. According to Gros204), genitive possessors
can only be licensed by a token of the definitefisufL, which can assign
morphological genitive case under two conditiogmvernment and adjacency.
In (6a), all conditions for morphological geniticase assignment are satisfied;
therefore, the possessor bears morphological genitiarking. Crucial to this
analysis is the ungrammaticality of (6b), whichtiggered by the absence of
the definite article in the main DP: the head nagtefan does not bear the
definite article necessary to license the posseddomvever, (6b) can be
rendered grammatical by simply inserting the comptgenitive assigning
element ak in front of the possessor phrase, as in (6c), lWwhi the
grammatical counterpart of (6b). Grosu's (1994)posal also explains the
ungrammaticality of (6d) (the ungrammatical coupget of (6a)). Because all
conditions for case assignment-bly in D° are fulfilled, “a#. may not be used
(in the kind of construction under consideratiohjt iis not needed for overt
genitive Case assignment and is, thus, disallowbhdnwa bona fide definite
article fulfills the conditions for GEN Case assiggnt...".

6) a. Portretu -I  rege -l -ui
Portrait -L  king -L -GEN
‘the portrait of the king’

b. *Stefan  Moldov -ei
Stephen Moldovia -GEN
‘Stephen of Moldovia’

c. Portretu -| acesta a -L rege-l -ui
portrait -L this of -L king-GEN
‘this portrait of the king

d. *Portretu -I al rege -l -ui
portrait -L of-L king -L -GEN
‘the portrait of the king’

Crucially, the distribution ofcel in terms of genitive case assignment is
complementary to that of the definite article. That is, cel cannot assign
morphological genitive case even if it governs &nddjacent to the possessor,
as evidenced by the ungrammatical options in (Ya)salvage the derivation,
the genitive assigning prepositioh must be inserted, as in (7b).

(7 a *ceata [/ Mari-ei / profesoru -I  -ui
cel your / Mary-theG / prades -the -G
‘Your’s /Mary’s / the professor’s’



b. cea a ta [/ Mari-ei [profesel  -ui
cel of- your / Mary-D (gen)/ professor -the -G
‘Your’s /Mary’s / the professor’s’

In contrast to the present proposal, Grosu (1994)ms that cel is the
morphologically complex fornce + -L (the definite article suffix) in B This
requires him to assume thegl is neutralized in its “categorial specifications”
and/or in “the functional/categorial distinctionThus, to explain (7), Grosu
(1994) must include additional constraints in hisnfulation of +'s case
assignment properties: “GEN case assignment isanptoperty of the mere
morpheme £ (as | earlier maintained in Grosu 1988a)), butlofjua D, and —
more generally — qua syntactic category.” Convgrseinder the present
proposal no additional constrains are necesseey:is missing functional
properties of the definite determiner iff Becauseel is not in the B position.

4. cel isbelow D°

Next, | argue that prenominakl is in one of two positions — below®D-
reserved for prenominalel. Here | introduce data that was not discussed by
other authors, to my knowledge, where prenomaelcooccurs with — and
follows — a bona fide instance of the definitedetisuffix in . | further claim
that superlativecel also occurs below $) based on the cooccurrence of
prenominal superlativeel with regular prenominadel and demonstratives.

One of the main arguments for analyzie as an instance of“omes
from the fact that the indefinite versus definigading of a DP with a cardinal
or prenominal vague adjectival numeral is overtistidguished only by the
presence or absencecadl. Thus, it appears that prenomiral is the source of
definiteness and hence an instance df Dhis hypothesis makes three
predictions: (1) prenominalel cannot cooccur with the definite article suffix in
D% (2) only one prenominatel can occur within a DP; and (3) if prenominal
cel cooccurs with a demonstrative, prenomioal precedes the demonstrative.
The third prediction relies on the assumption thehonstratives are generated
in a position below ) as argued in Cornilescu (1992) and Ungureanu3200
2006, 2009). As | show next, none of these praglistis borne out.

Let us start with the first inaccurate predictioat cannot cooccur with a
definite article suffix in 3. In fact, prenominatel can cooccur with the definite
article suffix, as illustrated in (8a). Here, thefidite article suffix hosted by the
adjective precedes the prenominal instance of eeqgl Assuming the DP
position and head movement ofstructure proposed in section 1, the definite
suffix hosted by A, is in D. Thus, in (8a), Bis occupied by A+D° and
prenominalcel is in a lower position. The DP in (8b) shows thegnominalcel
obligatorily follows the definite article hosted lle adjective. Furthermore,
(8c) provides evidence that the definite articlsted by the adjective is indeed
an instance of Bsince the possessor can only bear morphologicatige case
and the use of the case assigning prepositiomeaults in ungrammaticality.



That is, the definite suffix on % has the case assigning property associated
with the O position, and is, therefore, i’D

8 a. biete -le cele déadete
wretched -the cel two girls
‘the wretched two girls’

b. *cele (dot) biete -le fete
cel two wretched -thels
‘the wretched two girls’

c. biete -le (*ale) mele fete
wretched -the &afmy  girls
‘my wretched girls’

The second inaccurate prediction made by ¢eéin D” hypothesis is that there
can only be one prenominakl within a DP. Crucially, in the grammatical
example (9a) there are two instances of prenomiadl regular cel and
superlativecel. Even if the firstcel is in O, the second one cannot also be an
instance of B assuming that there is only on8 per DP. Therefore, at least
one of the two instances afel must be in a syntactic position below’ D
accommodating at least the superlatieéor the phrase of which superlatiel

is part. The ungrammaticality of (9b) shows thapesiative cel must follow
regular prenominatel and regular prenominatel must follow the definite
article, c.f. (8a) (8b). It follows that there ameleast two positions below’D
that can be occupied by the regular and the superlgrenominalcel. This
claim is supported by the grammaticality of (9c).

9 a ?cele dau cele mai frumoase fete
cel two cel more beadtifgirls
‘the two most beautiful girls’

b. *cele mai frumoase cele dodete
cel morebeautiful cel two Igir
‘the two most beautiful girls’

C. ?biete -le cele doeele mai  frumoase fete
wretched-the cel two cel mobeautiful girls
‘the two most beautiful wretchgids’

Finally, the third inaccurate prediction made bg thel in D” hypothesis is
that, if prenominakel cooccurs with the demonstrativegl must precede the
demonstrative. Remarkably, in (10a), the prenomisaperlative cel does
cooccur with the demonstrative; however, supematel must follow the
demonstrative, as indicated by the grammaticalésiation between (10a) and
(10b). Assuming that the demonstrative is generagtow [, as in Cornilescu



(1992) and Ungureanu (2003, 2006 and 2009), it nhestthe case that
prenominal superlativeel is also in a position below"D

(10) a. ?aceste cele mai recente articole
these cel more recent articles
‘these most recent articles’

b. *cele mai recente aceste articole
cel morerecent these articles
‘these most recent articles’

5. The Syntactic Constituent celP

In this section, | argue that prenomiral forms a discrete constituent with the
immediately following phrase. For expository purpsslet us call the resulting
phrasecelP. Evidence for theelP hypothesis consists of the following: (1) no
other element can intervene betwemsi and a cardinal (or vague adjectival
numeral), (2) DP internal movement bypasses tké Eardinal] sequence as a
unit, and (3) thedel — cardinal] sequence has the distribution of sstituent.

Recall that prenominatel must be immediately followed by a cardinal
numeral or a vague adjectival numeral; thus, otfements, such as prenominal
adjectives, can never intervene betweehand the cardinal/vague adjectival
numeral. Interestingly, this is a property partiguto cel among prenominal
elements: the demonstrative, in SpecDetP (a fumatiphrase just below DP),
and the definite article, inDcan also be immediately followed by prenominal
adjectives or nouns, in addition to cardinals aadue adjectival numerals, and
the definite article can be immediately followed the demonstrativé.As
observed by Cornilescu (1992), the demonstrativebeafollowed either by an
[AP, — cardinal] sequence or by a [cardinal —sJABequence as in (11a) and
(11b). Converselycel can only be immediately followed by a numeral and
never by an AR c.f. (11c) and (11d). Since the order of the qaalland the
AP, is not interchangeable following prenomirgdl, as in (11d), that is, the
AP, may not intervene betweeael| and the the cardinal, it can be posited that
celand the cardinal form a syntactic constituenthiage.

(11) a. acgi doi fosti presedirti
these two former presidents
‘these two former presidents’

b. acgi fosti doi preedini
these formertwo presidents
‘these two former presidents’

4 For further arguments regarding the syntacticiposif demonstratives and other
prenominal elements, | refer the reader to Unguréa@03, 2006 and 2009).



C. cei doi fdi presedirti
celtwo former presidents
‘the two former presidents’

d. *cei fgti doi presedini
cel former two presidents
‘the two former presidents’

AP,s and cardinals can also switch places immedidialpwing an overt
definite article hosted by an adjective, but candotso in the presence of
prenominalcel. In (12a, b) the order of the cardinal and of ithsitu (second)
AP, can switch. Conversely, in the presence of prenamiel, only the
[cardinal — AR] word-order is available, c.f. (12c¢) and (12d).rélecel must
immediately precede the cardinal. If the JAlPtervenes betweecel and the
cardinal, the DP is ungrammatical. The data in (ahgd (12) show that
[demonstrative — cardinal] and [definite articlecardinal] sequences can be
interrupted by another element; however, e fcardinal] sequence cannot. |
take these observations to suggest thatdbkchrdinal] string forms a discrete
constituent within the DP, call delP.

(12) a. big -i doi fosti presedini
wretched -the two former presiden
‘the wretched two former presidénts

b. big i fosti doi presedirti
wretched-the former two presidents
‘the wretched two former presidents’

C. big -i ceidoi fogti presedirti
wretched -the ceitwo former |ulests
‘the wretched two former presidénts

d. *bi@ -i  ceifosti doi presedirti
wretched -the cel former twoesidents
‘the wretched two former presitéén

The [cel — cardinal] sequence also acts like a constitweith respect to
syntactic movement of an adjective td: @djective movement bypasses the
sequence as a syntactic unit. Provided that trectdg hosts the definite article
suffix, an adjective can bypass tloel[— cardinal] sequence. In the grammatical
DP in (13a) the prenominal adjective followse[ — cardinal] sequence.
Conversely, in the ungrammatical (13b) the adjecthannot precedecél —
cardinal], suggesting that prenominal adjectives generated below thedl —
cardinal] sequence. In (13c), however, the adjeatan precedegl— cardinal].
Crucially, in this position, the prenominal adjeeti obligatorily hosts the
definite suffix, c.f. (13b) and (13c). Thus, in3¢), the prenominal adjective
moved to DP initial position from its generationsilmn below el — cardinal],



10

indicated by the trace. In other words, movemenhefadjective bypasses the
[cel— cardinal] sequence as a syntactic unit.

(13) a. cele dau biete fete
cel two wretched girls
‘the wretched two girls’

b. *biete cele dbufete
wretched cel two girls
‘the wretched two girls’

c. biete -le cele daout, fete
wretched -the cel two girls
‘the wretched two girls’

The third reason for proposing that tleeHcardinal] sequence is a phrase is that
it distributes like a syntactic constituent. Spieailly, [cel — cardinal] can occur
in three distinct positions in the DP: in (14a)dcurs prenominally; in (14b), it
is in postnominal position, between the noun asdd@mplement; and in (14c),
it occurs in the postnominal position, followingtbomplement of the noun.

(14) a. cele dau fete
cel two girls
‘the two girls’

b. biete -le fete cele dowle Mariei
wretched -the girls cel two of iMa
‘Mary’s poor two girls’

C. fete -le Mariei cele dsu
girls -the Mary cel two
‘Mary’s two girls’

6. The Syntactic Position and Properties of Prenominal celP

In this section, | claim that prenomine¢lP and demonstratives can license a
covert ¥ andoccur in the specifier of / are adjoined to a fiowal phrase just
below DP. This is done by showing that these twagds have similar syntactic
properties and behaviours and are in complemeaniatsgibution.

Prenominal celP and demonstratives can occur in DPs that are
obligatorily interpreted as definite in the absentéhe definite article suffix, as
in (15a, b). However, since botlel and the demonstrative are belof Br the
reasons provided thus far, we can presume thabBwin (15 a, b) contain a
covert [+definite] D).
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(15) a. [celetrei] fete
cel three girls
‘the three girls’

b. aceste fete
these qirls
‘these three girls’

c. biete  *(-le) cele trei fete
wretched -the cel three girls
‘the three wretched girls’

d. biete *(-le) aceste(a) fete
wretched -the these girls
‘these wretched girls’

Importantly, in (15c, d) the demonstrative and praimal celP can be preceded
by an overt instance of the definite article suffosted by an A. Provided that
the definite article suffix is in ) it should be assumed that the DP is projected
throughout the data in (15). There is no reasoaskume that nominal phrases
containing prenominatelP or demonstratives have two significantly distinct
structural variants: one that is a full DP, for ¢18), and one that is a DP-less
FP (functional phrase), for (15a, b). Rather, Igmse that all examples in (15)
have the same structure: they are all full DPs, (@5a, b) versus (15c, d) only
differ in that O is covert in the former and overt in the lattelsdAnote that in
(15c, d) the A, in DP initial position, where it hosts the defeuffix, moves
there from a position belowel or the demonstrative. Assuming the working
hypothesis proposed in section 1, the DPs in (#jcare obtained by head
movement of the & past the ¢el — cardinal] sequence. This indicates that the
[cel — cardinal] sequence is transparent fa-#-D° head movement, which in
turn, suggests that neither prenomicelinor the cardinal is an intervening head
in the extended nominal projection.

The observations that %A head moves to Dpast prenominatel, the
cardinal and the demonstrative, and the Ilatter ethoategories are not
intervening heads are further evidenced by the fafa6). Here, the A that
does not bear the definite article can only ocalow [cel — cardinal] or the
demonstrative, in its base generation positiongesting that s movement to
DP initial position must bypassdl— cardinal] or the demonstrative and is only
warranted by Ay’s hosting of the definite suffix. Again, in (16&), prenominal
[cel — cardinal] and the demonstrative do not blockdhesvement past them,
suggesting that they are not heads in the extemimdinal projection.
Moreover, (16b, d) suggest that prenomicelland demonstratives occur in a
position right below B (or very close to the DP’s left periphery) sinc&&
cannot be generated abosel or demonstratives. These last two observations
lead to the conclusion that prenominadl and demonstratives occupy the
specifier of or are adjoined to a functional phrésat is right below & This
conclusion is reinforced by the data provided in) (delow.



12

(16) a. big -i ceidoi fi presedinti
Wretched -the celtwo former gidents
‘the wretched two former presidents’

b. *bi@ -i  fosti ceidoi preedirti
wretched -the former eat presidents
‘the wretched two former presitden

c. bigi - acgti(a) fosti preedini
wretched -the these  former idergts
‘these wretched former presidents’

d. *bi@ - fati acati(a) preedini
wretched -the former thesepresidents
‘these wretched former president

Further evidence for the high syntactic positionpoénominalcelP and its
parallel syntactic behavior with demonstrativespisvided by co-occurrence
patterns with superlative prenomimaiP. RegulacelP and superlativeelP can
cooccur in prenominal position provided that regutzlP precedes the
superlativecelP, as in (17a, b).

17) a. [cei doi] [cei mai coruip presedini
cel two cel mostcorrupt presiden
‘the most corrupt two presidents’

b. *[ceimai coruf [ ceidoi] preedini
cel mostcorrupt  cel two egidents
‘the most corrupt two presidénts

c. [cei mai corufi] doi presedini
cel mostcorrupt two presidents
‘the most corrupt two presidents’

The data in (17a, b) have two main implicationsgstrithere are at least two
syntactic prenominal positions/functional phraselw D° available to host the
two celPs. Second, the ordering effect suggests thatlaegelPs and
superlativecelPs have, at least partially, different syntactiopgarties. The
validity of the last statement is reinforced by tetber distribution properties of
superlativecelPs. First, superlativeelPs can precede a simple cardinal, as in
(17¢)® This implies that the obligatory ordering effent(iL7a) is not due to a

> In DPs like (17¢), where the prenominal superlatel is the first phrase of the DP,
the DP has a definite interpretation. Two posséiplanations emerge: the loweelP
position, where superlatives are generated candiea null [+def] By or the superlative
celP moves to the specifier / adjoins to the regoédP postion that always licenses a
null [+def] D°. At this point, | do not have evidence in supmireither hypothesis.
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semantic constraint on superlativelPs scoping over cardinals, rather it bears
on the syntactic properties of regutaiPs with respect to superlaticelPs.

The second argument for the distinction betweeredative celPs and
regularcelPs consists of the observation that they havefardiit distribution
with respect to demonstratives. While demonstratiean cooccur with a
superlativecelP as in (18a), they cannot co-occur with a reg{dardinal)celP,
irrespective of their relative order, as illustcaten (18b, c). Here too, the
cooccurrence restriction on demonstratives and iralrdcelPs cannot be
attributed to a semantic incompatibility betweemdastratives and cardinals,
since simple cardinals can cooccur with demonstatas in (18d, €). Thus, if
demonstratives and regular prenominalP compete for the same prenominal
position we expect the obligatory ordering effectegularcelP and superlative
celP to also hold for the demonstrative and supedatelP. This is in fact the
case, as shown by the ungrammaticality of (18f) rehthe superlativeelP
precedes the demonstrative. In opposition, inriggrgnatical counterpart (18a),
the superlativeelP follows the demonstrative.

(18) a. acgi cei mai corugi presedini
these cel most corrupt presidents
‘these most corrupt presidents’

b. *aceste cele doufete
these cel two girls
‘these two girls’

C. *cele dau aceste fete
cel two these girls
‘these two girls’

d. aceste dau fete
these two girls
‘these two girls’

e. fete -le aceste(a) dou
girls -the these two
‘these two girls’

f. *[ceimai corupi] [acesti] presedirti
cel most corrupt these presidents
‘these most corrupt presidents’

7. Summary of Proposal

This article claims that prenominakl is not an instantiation of the definite
article in the [ position. Rather, it forms the constituec¢lP with the
immediately following phrase (a cardinal or vaguieatival numeral). It is
further argued that regular prenomin&lP occupies a position just below DP
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but above superlativeelP and the generation site of A& possibly the specifier
of or adjoined to a functional phrase, the sameitipos occupied by
demonstratives. From this position, prenominalP can license a covert
definite I, just like demonstratives. It is prenomiralP’s licensing capability
of the null [+definite] D that explains the definite reading of all DPs wéth
prenominakelP. Finally, the superlativeelP is claimed to occupy the specifier
of / is a adjoined to a functional projection (FiRat is below that of the
prenominal, regularcelP or demonstrative, when present, but above the
generation site of prenominal only’A The structure | propose for the DP in
(19) is provided in (20). This DP contains an owfinite article suffix in B
that is hosted by a prenominal only,Awhich has moved to that position’,A
head moves to Dbypassing the regular and superlatogPs. Note that the
regularcelP is generated just below DP and above the supertalP, which in
turn is generated above the starting position efléfit most A,. This structure
provides a rather detailed map of the left periptegithe Romanian DP.

(19) a. big -i ceitrei cei mai corup fosti presedini
wretched -the cel three cel mostrupt former presidents
‘the wretched three most corruptsigents’

(20) Tree for A bypassing prenominal celPs

DP
|
D

D’ FP DetP
bieti-i T T
wretched-the celP (reg.) F'/Det'

~ ~

— ~
cei trei  F/Det FP
cel three ta
celP (sup.) F
AT
cei mai corupti F APa
cel more corrupt  ty |
Ay’
/\
ta APa
Ay
A NP/XP
fosti AN
former presedinti

presidents
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8. Conclusion

The present article provides a map of the artiedlastructure of the left
periphery of Romanian DPs. An important proposathe that Romanian DPs
only have one type of overt definite article ift Ehe suffix/enclitic—L. Contrary
to claims in the literature, it is demonstratedehtitat prenominatel is not a
free standing instantiation of the definite artide D% thus, it is not a
definiteness marker nor does it occupy tHepBsition. It is further proposed
that prenominakelP occupies the specifier of a functional phrasé ihaust
below DP but above the generation site ofy&Bnd from this positiortelP can
license a covert definite®Djust like demonstratives. Throughout the paper, |
highlight the parallel syntactic properties andtrilisition of prenominakelP
and demonstratives and demonstrated that thesedtegories share the same
syntactic position and are in fact in complementdistribution. | interpreted
these empirical generalizations to illustrate thegnominalcelP occupies the
same syntactic position as demonstratives. In thetanalysis proposed here is
compatible with and can be extended to account tfier distribution of
postnominatel as well.
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